cum of this paper ( '[aims ! , 2. 26. 38, 39, una 41-53 remain. ( :Iaims 1 , 38, 4 1 . 43, and 50 inc. - 
been amended. Claims 3-25. 27-37, 40. and 54-1 56 have been canceled. No new matter has 
been introduced. 

35 U.S.C. §103 Rejections 

The examiner rejects Claims I -2. 4-6. 24, 26-27 29. and 50-53 as being unpatentable ov* 
BP 456441 AI (Chung) in view of U.S. Patent No. 2,593.943 (Wainer) or U.S. Patent No, 

suggested by the cited combinations of prior art. In particular, currently amended Claim I 
recites, in part, that the feedstock includes the particular polymers ethylene vinyl acetate (EVA) 
or polyethylene (PE) mixed with particular aromatic binders. Chung in combination with either 
Warner or Sakata does no! teach the inclusion of either HYA or PH. Furthermore, it is not 
n s - ! , < I > is v V ' i \ 

Regardless of the composition ranges. Chung does not teach, or suggest that the polymer 
o s polyethylene, or both as the currently amended Claim 1 recites. It is not obvious to 
t ^ u v. s mm , ed \ m 

^ momm o *. E <s S m «n e no > Ou I i m ^ 

ddierent Com the currently claimed invention. The particular use of relatively small amounts o 
ryiene \ n> acet; e (EVA) and c v ! me (PE) is dc c \ mi n ^ e cfaii i d h ventio s 



aid, therefore, E VA and PE cannot be .substituted with just any oilier polymer while retaining the 
>enefits of the claimed invention. This was not obvious to the inventors prior to the invention. 

" ' ^ v^ 5 , s . t ' On 1 v , ^ v. v I k t s t ! 

uiscibiim v i dnders -co t posit i is re< «x curren 
v so. v ^ ' v o d T)0 kS ail ww sJ t v ^ 

^ ^ w ^ ^ v 1 . ! t l >^ vW 

n green body strength. Tins is important because while the aromatic binder constituent can be 
efficiently removed by sublimation, the polymeric constituent must be removed by thermal 
lecomposmon. 1 norma i decomposition has a high potential of leaving behind residua! carbon in 

^ ■> ^ 'V - I t * t !^ S 

important and beneficial to minimize the amount of polymer in the feedstock composition. 

Chung not only tails to teach or suggest the use of immiscible EVA and PE. but explicitly 
talcs thai the low molecular weight chemical acts as a solvent tor the specific polymer, in tact, 
"hung coins the term " solid polymer solution' to denote that suitable polymers should be 
uscibie in the low molecular weight chemical. One of the examples described in Chung is thai 
N v lew >h ed m wu v vi , \ n k ,w 

if ted thi the esse da lo e chemical solve smutua 'is h ih 
owmer...' (Office Action, page 3). This is an explicit teaching away by Chung from the present 

s W . „ 

Furthermore, thermal gravimetric analysis (TGA) data for EVA compared to TGA data 
m othc ners (se eel Gg comp c x>lys ene) suggest at simple 

ibsdiution oi one pohmer for another in the feedstock composition is not feasible and or 
v >' \ w sa s<_p then nw< fV N , , s 

8 



k composition, the behavior of EVA can mean that t 
b. ' w\ v e , ^ , - v o v >^ , 



<. 1 t O 1 v S v . v ^ i ^ 

en when combined with Walner or Sakata. 

For at least the reasons described above and in the auaehed declaration, currently 
tended Claim 1 is allowable. Furthermore, the claims thai depend from Claim !. are also 
owabie Sor at least the reasons discussed above with respect to the independent claims as we I 
i Jet own respective features whicl are neither shown no si > t < e 

The examiner has also rejected Claims 1,2,4,5 .6, 24. 26, and 27 under 35 USC §1030 
being obvious over USPd 3.302.073 (Broodo), over JP06-00201 1 , or over USP# 3,330,892 
ermann; injview of Walner. The examiner further rejects Claims 29, 33-35, 37-39, 41-49, an 
<■ - i v view oi \\ a, ^ ^ 

» *u v m > v. , o ^.'d. m \ . . <v e^ 



e e t «. >. ,s e . . s v 

said polymer is ethylene vinyl acetate (EVA), polyethylene, or both, and 

v V benzene, naphthalene, anthracene, pyrene, phenanthreneqainone. >v 

,o s _ ,v v s * mse Ua v i 

claims in He related m m; ,ae 1'atent id 1 UP ml!, emutee. on N 



16. 2008 and has now issued. None of the oiled references teaches or suggests EVA, and/or 
^ v ^ i.' v\ > ! ! i \ v Ov >uo e 

^"^v a < , v. - , v s^ v _ ^ , v ^ v iM w 

a arched Declaration. 

Finally, the examiner has rejected Claims 50-51 and ! 52-153 as being unpatentable o\ 
Jhung and Wainer or Sakata or Hermann and Wainer or Sakata and further in view > S 
04 1 8.1 i 3 (Rao). Claims 50 and 51 have been amended to depend from Claim I and are 
e east the reasons describe egardin ! i t 



ire auowatne 



Ure cried art. O aunts i O ana LS3 nave been canceled and die rejection is moot, issuance of a 
eu \ o ^ , < a 



Double Patenting Rejection 

The examiner has provisionally rejected Claims 1, 2, 4-6. 24, 26-2/0 29-30, 38-39, 41-4 ( . 
' s ground of no > viousness-type do e pate as be 

unpatentable over Claims 1-10, 21-29, and 36 of copending application No. 1 1/601,421. The 
applicants respectfully disagree and believe that the rejection is improper. According to H 
1 1 ' ^ e > w - o 

present application recites composition claims. Application no. 1 1/601,421 recites method of 

v ^ ,s - - i k i v a n c i v. < 

Oeeordnigiy. the appheanis kindly request withdrawal of the provisional double-patenting 



Conclusion 

For the reasons recited above, the application is believed to be in 

l ' S ^ V- v v. x 

No addiiio ees a f s 

iona ees maj t k , _ 
the Director is hereby authorized to charge our Deposit Account N 

DATED this ....5'L day of October, 2009. 

Very respectfully, 



Allan C. Tuan. Ph.D. 
Reg. No. 55,689 



